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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

M chael Ray Harvey appeals the district court’s order
denying relief on his 42 U S.C. 8§ 1983 (2000) conplaint. W have
reviewed the record and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmfor the reasons stated by the district court. See Harvey v.

Mahon, No. CA-02-829-7-JLK (filed Aug. 30, 2004; entered Aug. 31,
2004) . W grant the notions to file an oversize brief and a
suppl emrental informal reply brief and dispense with oral argunent
because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately presented in
the materials before the court and argunment would not aid the
deci si onal process. The notions for appointnent of counsel, a
prelimnary injunction, a tenporary restraining order, and a

per manent injunction are deni ed.
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